Preface
Ever since early childhood, I have always been a curious soul deeply attracted to all the many different places 'where the action is', as Canadian sociologist Erving Goffman once so memorably put it. Seeking out the wonderful but also unpredictable world of interaction, conversation and sociality became the source of excitement and embarrassment, friendships and animosities, nail-biting and euphoric experiences as well as a solid career in my life but it also served as a bulwark against boredom and loneliness. Despite its apparent unpredictability, 'all the world', as Goffman also suggested, is 'truly a wedding', a thoroughly ritualised micro-universe in which people -at times total strangers to each other, at other times long-time friends and lovers -come together, navigate with their bodies, touch each other, talk to each other, make transactions, hurt each other, make love, fight, make up again, and so on. Even though such a world might be seen as a rather unruly affair with the risk of transgression, violation, and breakdown always lurking beneath the undisturbed surface, in fact, most times and most places the endless stream of interaction between people, even among strangers, runs in a smooth and relatively uncomplicated manner. The reason for this is the fact that most of us, most of the time and in most places, know how to behave. The invisible rules of sociality seem to keep us constantly in check even when we think we are free to do whatever we want. It is this wonderful world of interaction and sociality that long before I became a professional sociologist attracted my attention.
v Interactionism -as an approach to the investigation of social life as well as a theoretical perspective -has thus been an integral part of my sociological backpack ever since my early training in the discipline. In fact, it was probably there long before I even knew about or was taught about interactionism. Some of my own first empirical studies were deeply inspired by the curiosity of many of the interactionists I read during my student days: I did observation studies of mortuary behaviour, funeral ceremonies, childbirth sessions and interaction patterns in a small homosexual community in the United States. What I once in some early books called 'inappropriate sociology' captured this youthful fascination with microsociological studies of the obscure corners, deviant margins and subterranean subcultures of society that I continue to believe is such an important part of the sociological craft. Moreover, some of the most memorable texts from my student days were exactly the works of the great interactionists -Erving Goffman, Anselm L. Strauss, Stanford M. Lyman and Marcello Truzzi. Having long since quitted doing in-depth empirical work myself, being now chained to my desk and working primarily with social theory, I tremendously miss the strange and intoxicating odour from the field. However, the great satisfaction derived from reading and rereading the many studies, classic and contemporary, conducted by excellent interactionist ethnographers and cartographers of everyday life situations is still as great as when they were discovered for the first time.
The idea behind this book began fermenting when one day I was thinking about my own indebtedness to interactionism. Without the life-giving and inspirational ideas of interactionism, I am unsure that I would ever have decided to become a sociologist. This book is an attempt to cover some grounds when it comes to introducing to the rich and potent tradition of interactionism in sociology. It is, however, not an exhaustive account -many important contributions to interactionism are not included or covered in separate chapters, but are merely mentioned or touched upon cursorily in other chapters. The reasons for these omissions are primarily of a practical nature. First, the interactionist tradition is now so widely branched that it would be utterly and practically impossible to hope to introduce to all the thinkers, theorists, and researchers counting themselves as belonging to or who are conventionally included under an interactionist heading. At least, no publishing house would sign on a book project of several thousands of pages required for such an exhaustive exposition. Second, some planned chapters simply did not pan out as is often the case in such collaborative projects as edited volumes and especially when inviting very busy people on board. Hence, intended introductions to the likes of Charles Horton Cooley, Ann Swidler, and Norman K. Denzin regrettably never made it into the final product. Despite such absences, I still think the book goes a long way to introduce to a number of die-hard interactionist sociologists, thereby providing accessible and useful inroads into the rich interactionist legacy. It is my hope that these introductions to key interactionists will inspire students and scholars alike to keep the spirit of interactionism alive and kicking in sociology. 
Introduction
There is not just one voice within interactionism. There is not only one story to be told about interactionism. There is not only one authoritative, correct or irreproachable account of interactionist sociology. There are many, and this is just one of them. Despite its apparent straightforwardness, all exposition and introduction is in and by itself a kind of selective storytelling that necessarily presents a particular point of view or perspective -by way of inclusion, exclusion, emphasis, angling and omission -that is not always shared by everybody else taking an interest in a specific research topic or area. All knowledge is indeed contested knowledge, and nobody can successfully claim ownership to or monopoly over intellectual ideas or currents for long. This obviously also goes for the existing knowledge about interactionism -its history, its ideas, its problems and its potentials (Plummer 2000) .
Despite such initial reservations, most would today agree that interactionism is by now a longstanding perspective in sociology. In fact, some of the very first sociologists involved in the so-called 'Chicago School', forerunners to interactionism as we shall see, laid the very foundations not only for interactionism but also for sociology as such on the American continent in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Despite its glorious history within the discipline of sociology, and not least its major contributions to sociological theory, conceptual development, methodological advances and empirical studies, the perspective of interactionism has always to some extent struggled with being recognised alongside the major and time-honoured theoretical paradigms of the discipline. It has been deemed 'microsociological' and 'social psychological' or has even been accused of being 'impressionistic' and 'loose' (often as opposed to apparently more 'hardcore', objective and systematic positions of functionalism, positivism, structuralism, behaviourism, conflict theory or Marxism) (see, e.g., Bittner 1973). More recently, one commentator also observed how 'symbolic interaction tends to be perceived by many scholars, especially those more quantitatively oriented, as refuge for those who can't do "real science"', and continued by stating that 'by others, the perspective is viewed as marginally interesting but of little use or relevance outside a small group of storytellers in marginalized journals ' (Thomas 2003:475) . Moreover, in recent decades the perspective of interactionism has also become increasingly internally diversified and, some would say, diluted, mainly due to its spreading across disciplines and its use by increasing numbers of students and scholars taking an interest in interactionist ideas and their continued development. However, as a unique and powerful way of understanding and investigating the social world, interaction still has much to offer.
Some Life (1972) . By now these books have been read and re-read so many times that the book spines are irreparably damaged and numerous markers have been used up highlighting insights, memorable quotations and important ideas contained in these books. Add to this the ground-breaking work of Erving Goffman, Everett C. Hughes, Herbert Blumer and Anselm L. Strauss (just to mention a few) and the shelf-space in my office occupied by the contributions of great interactionists quickly becomes so much more expansive. The work of scholars such as these has spawned my own continuing interest in contributing to interactionist-inspired sociology (see, e.g., Jacobsen 2008 (see, e.g., Jacobsen , 2010 (see, e.g., Jacobsen , 2017 (see, e.g., Jacobsen , 2018 . Even though the heydays of the so-called 'creative sociologies' to which interactionism belongs (Morris 1977) passed by several decades ago, and even though most of these sociologists have now either retired or passed away, the interactionist torch is still being persistently carried forward by the likes of Howard S. Becker, Norman K. Denzin, Randall Collins, Gary Alan Fine (just to mention a few contemporary household names) and by many of their like-minded colleagues and students. This introductory book invites readers -first-timers as well as the more well-versed and experienced -to get acquainted with or revisit some of the classic instigators and more recent practitioners of the perspective of interactionism in sociology. Although interactionism has, as we shall see later, increasingly been internally divided into different 'schools', 'sections' and 'camps', as a more general sociological perspective interactionism has particularly been brought forward throughout the twentieth century by some ingenious individuals who thought beyond the confines of their discipline in order to focus on how social life and society is largely constituted by and achieved through human interaction. This book is about some of these main instigators, pioneers and contemporary protagonists of interactionism. The book explores the roots and shows the development in, diversification of and recent advances in interactionism as an important perspective in sociology. All chapters in the book are intended to be introductory and illustrate, exemplify and discuss the impact that a selection of individual sociologists working within an interactionist framework have had on the discipline of sociology in general and on interactionism as a perspective in particular. In the remainder of this introductory chapter I will briefly propose some of the main intellectual ideas and influences behind the development of interactionism throughout the past century or so, then move on to outlining some of the basic ideas of interactionism in sociology, before dealing with the development and increasing diversification of interactionism especially during the past few decades. The chapter is concluded with a short presentation of each of the chapters included in the book.
Intellectual Influences -Five Cornerstones
The history of interactionism -with all its minor twists and turns and its many different variations and interpretations -has already been told in great detail elsewhere in the existing academic literature (see, e.g., Meltzer, Petras & Reynolds 1975; Plummer 2000; Reynolds 1990; Rock 1979; Stryker 1980) . This is therefore neither the time nor the place to repeat the story or to provide an extensive commentary on the many intellectual roots or the philosophical underpinnings of the development of interactionist sociology. Here I will only dwell briefly on some of what I consider to be the major influences on the development of interactionism in order to show that the ideas of interactionist sociologists did not come from absolutely nowhere or appear overnight.
So when did interactionism start? As with all other intellectual ideas, scientific movements or traditions of thought, no specific dating is possible as emergence is always and anywhere a complex interplay of a variety of different factors -social, cultural, political, technological, economic, intellectual and so on. However, most often in the existing literature the rise of interactionism in sociology is dated to the first half of the twentieth century on the American continent (more specifically to the city of Chicago). This makes the history of interactionism relatively short compared to many other great theoretical or intellectual currents. As Robert Dingwall therefore once caustically suggested based on the premise that 'symbolic interactionism' as a concept was not invented until the late 1930s:
A history of symbolic interactionism tout court, then, would be a rather short, not to say thin, book. A history of interactionist social thought, however, would have much deeper roots and present a more formidable challenge to contemporary orthodoxies. (Dingwall 2001:238) Although this assessment sparked a fierce and somewhat strangely belated commentary insisting that Dingwall himself had in fact misunderstood parts of the history of symbolic interactionism (Musolf 2010:162) , he was nevertheless right in suggesting that interactionism's own 'history' is a relatively short-lived affair. However, if we dig a bit deeper, going back before sociologists began to define themselves as interactionists/symbolic interactionists, then we will discover that many of the ideas that later became known as 'interactionism' were already simmering then. So although interactionism is generally regarded as an intellectual product of twentieth century -and particularly American -social thought and democratic currents, it is possible to trace embryonic beginnings long before that. There are thus many different direct and indirect, acknowledged and unacknowledged, important and more peripheral, influences and sources of inspiration for and intellectual roots of sociological interactionism. I believe particularly five cornerstones should be and indeed are frequently mentioned in existing literature: (1) classical Greek philosophy, (2) the Scottish Enlightenment and moral philosophers, (3) German social theory and particularly the Verstehen/Geisteswissenschaften tradition that in sociology was advanced by the likes of Max Weber and Georg Simmel, (4) American pragmatist philosophy and (5) early Chicago sociology. For an extended commentary and in-depth illustration of each of these sources of intellectual inspiration, readers will have to consult more comprehensive literature, parts of which I cite here. However, next I will merely offer a few comments on the contribution of each of these sources to the development of interactionism.
From classical Greek scholarship, which I regard as perhaps the most peripheral and least documented of the five cornerstones mentioned here, the famous Heraclitus observation that 'one never steps in the same river twice' became evident in interactionism's insistence on the dynamic, changing, emerging and processual character of social life, which George Herbert Mead later rephrased as: 'The world is always different. Each morning we open our eyes to a different universe ' (Mead 1936:291) . Another central feature of classical Greek philosophy, particularly prominent in the work of Aristotle, was the incessant concern with conceptualising, classifying, categorising and ordering everything, something which many interactionists -perhaps especially Erving Goffman -later made a trademark of their own studies of everyday life. Finally, also the inductive type of reasoning employed by many of the Greek philosophers as well as their insistence on the pragmatic value of knowledge, enabling people better to understand and act in the world, can be read between the lines of many interactionist sociologists (see Prus 2004) .
From the Scottish Enlightenment philosophers and moralists such as Adam Smith, Adam Ferguson, Frances Hutcheson and David Hume, the inspiration is more obvious. The Scottish philosophers were in general critical of the presocial thesis pronounced by many social contract theories (such as in the works of Thomas Hobbes and John Locke), stating that Man moved from a 'State of Nature' to a 'State of Society' through signing a social contract with a 'Sovereign' in order to avoid unpleasantness, all-out war and ultimately death. Contrary to the classical contract theorists who -perhaps not historically but then at least analytically -saw society and social order (often described as 'The Hobbesian Problem') as the outcome of a treatise between the subjects and an almighty sovereign (in Thomas Hobbes's terms a 'Leviathan'), the Scottish philosophers insisted that there was no such presocial state, captured eloquently in Adam Ferguson's testimony that 'man is born in society and there he remains'. Instead, the Scots supported an evolutionary view of social development in which society evolved through different 'natural' stages of development characterised by different 'modes of subsistence ' (Eriksson 1993; Reynolds 1990 ). As such, society and social order is seen as a spontaneous achievement and as an unintended consequence of human interaction rather than as a planned or predesigned outcome of deliberate processes. Based on this premise, the Scottish philosophers stressed the social sources of self and mind, and Adam Smith thus insisted that by bringing man 'into society . . . he is immediately provided with the mirror he wanted before' (Smith 1759 (Smith / 1984 , which later became popularised in Charles Horton Cooley's important interactionist idea of a 'looking-glass self' and in Mead's later coining of the notion of the 'me'. Although his ideas are not covered in this book, Cooley was indeed an important early exponent of interactionism, and particularly his notion of the 'looking-glass self' -stressing the processual, negotiated and self-evaluative nature of the human selfhas proved to be a key understanding within interactionism (Cooley 1902) . Finally, the Scottish philosophers were all strong supporters of empiricism (as opposed to rationalism), which inspired interactionism in its preference for using in-depth ethnographic studies, interviewing and generally supporting an empirical (and largely qualitative) orientation to doing social research, to the study of everyday life and human lived experience and to the understanding of social interaction (see Prus 1996; Shott 1976; Stryker 1980:16-21) .
Interactionism has also derived some important inputs from the early German sociological tradition -a tradition following in the immediate slipstream of particularly nineteenth century philosophical and romantic idealism (of Johann Gottfried Fichte and Friedrich von Schelling) as well as of the emerging philosophy of scientific positivism. Even though the work of Max Weber is routinely mentioned in introductory textbooks as a precursor to interactionism, its actual significance is often overlooked (see Segre 2014). Sheldon Stryker (1980), for example, pointed out that Weber's epistemology of the social sciences served as an important steppingstone for interactionism's own methodological approach to the study of social life. What interactionism took from Weber's work was particularly his sociology of action (and his insistence that action may be rationally as well as non-rationally motivated). Weber was not interested in action in itself -or in mechanical behaviour for that matter -he was rather concerned with understanding 'social action', which is action oriented towards others, and action during which the acting individual takes the actions of others as well as social contexts into account. Moreover, also Weber's interest in approaching action from the point of view of the acting individual, his focus on the intimate relationship between ideas and action (e.g., in his study of the Protestant ethic and the spirit of modern capitalism) and his interpretative approach looking at the subjective meaning personal convictions have for people, for their choices and for their actions (at times called Verstehen, see Truzzi 1974b) found its way into interactionist thought. From Weber's contemporary, Georg Simmel, whose recognition as one of the great sociologists of the twentieth century was surprisingly belated, the study of patterns of 'sociation' (Vergesellshaftung), his interest in the various 'forms' of interaction (formal sociology) as well as in the many different social 'types' (such as the miser, the poor, the stranger and the adventurer) inspired many later interactionists and perhaps especially Erving Goffman. In his work, Simmel thus looked at the interplay and interactions of people that in his words constituted the 'unnamed or unknown tissue' of society (Simmel 1908 (Simmel /1992 . Particularly Simmel's 'methodological relationism', which insisted that society is the total sum of these relational forms (such as conflict, subordination, love, affection and so on) and that it is therefore created by the reciprocal effects of individuals, later became a leitmotif in the development of microsociology. Simmel was therefore an early exponent of microsociology, and he argued that society needs to be studied from 'below' in the multitude of interactions and relations between people rather than being sought in the solid structures and the 'big organs' of the social body (see Rock 1979:36-48) . In this way, Simmel, as Ken Plummer once suggested, anticipated 'a great deal of latter-day interactionist writing' (Plummer 2000:199) .
Likewise, in the same extensive review of interactionist sociology, Plummer observed that 'the most significant intellectual foundation of symbolic interactionism is undoubtedly pragmatism: it engulfs the entire tradition' (Plummer 2000:196) . Similarly, Larry T. Reynolds has stated that 'if forced to single out the one philosophical school of thought that most influenced symbolic interactionism, one would be on safe ground in concluding that pragmatism provides its primary intellectual underpinnings' (Reynolds 1990:13) . True, from the great North American pragmatist tradition (rising to prominence in the late nineteenth and early twentieth century) of William James, Charles S. Peirce, John Dewey and George Herbert Mead some of the main ideas behind the methodology and the basic perspective of interactionism arose. In fact, one of the first texts specifically linking pragmatism with interactionism was published by philosopher Arthur O. Lovejoy already in 1920. The classic pragmatist philosophers were particularly critical of scholastic reasoning and abstract theorising. They instead argued for the practical implications of knowledge. Moreover, a common feature of pragmatist philosophy was its insistence on the constant interplay between individual (consciousness and mind) and social context and the view that humans are to be understood as active and creative agents of change. Pragmatism thus offered a treasure trove for later interactionist sociology, evident for example in: James's insistence on the existence of 'multiple selves', in Dewey's (and James's) interest in habit as well as his five steps to social inquiry resting to a large degree on abductive reasoning, in Peirce's pragmatic truth criterion and in Mead's elaborated social psychology. In general, pragmatist philosophy provided a progressive and humanistic agenda for social research, which at that time was increasingly beginning to be informed by the dawning of positivist, functionalist and behaviourist ideas, and pragmatism thus became a fertile playground for the development of alternative understandings of science, knowledge, education and politics that seemingly appealed to many early interactionists (see, e. Finally, from the early (so-called 'first generation') Chicago sociologistssuch as Robert E. Park, William I. Thomas, Louis Wirth, Robert E. L. Faris, Ernest W. Burgess and Albion W. Small, who all wrote before the notion of 'interactionism' became commonly used and who were all inspired by the pragmatist movement mentioned earlier -the interest in the study of group life and social processes inspired many of the so-called 'second generation' of Chicago sociologists (and interactionists) such as Herbert Blumer and Erving Goffman. The 'Chicago School' was characterised by a deep-seated curiosity regarding all things social, and this curiosity took them into the darkest corners of society in ground-breaking studies of deviance, community, poverty, petty crime and racketeering (thus also inspiring an 'interactionist criminology'). By the use of particularly the methodology of participant observation, they recorded everything that went on in the buzz of urban life (in Chicago), which is testified in Robert E. Park's famous advice to his students to go and 'get the seat of their pants dirty in real research' (Park quoted in Lindner 1996:81). Even long before such notions were invented, they thus argued for a mixed-methods and multi-sensorial sociology that could equally capture the minutest of detail of everyday life as well as more comprehensive social changes and urban transformations (Bulmer 1984) . Moreover, the particular style of writing, so characteristic of many of these Chicago sociologists -the blending of naturalistic observation, journalistic reportage, exquisite literary exposition and spot-on sociological analysis -is also something that became a trademark of much of interactionist sociology (Jacobsen, Antoft & Jørgensen 2014).
These five intellectual forerunners to interactionism -classical Greek philosophy, Scottish Enlightenment and moral philosophy, early German sociology, American pragmatism and Chicago sociology -in each their way provided bricks and mortar for the foundation of interactionist sociology. Obviously, this delineation of the different sources of inspiration could be much more detailed and much more in-depth and it is therefore not exhaustive but only indicative of some of the main influences. Moreover, as Paul Rock once warned in his own construction of the history of symbolic interactionism, 'false genealogies can be drawn up, themes thrown out of focus and problems deformed' (Rock 1979:45) . Despite such reservations, there is no doubt that these five intellectual influences mentioned before, in each their way and with each their imprint, have had a tremendous impact on interactionist ideas. So in order to provide a quick overview of some most important intellectual predecessors, the five foundational cornerstones outlined previously will suffice. In this way it also becomes clear that interactionism, like so many other sociological perspectives, can best be seen as a historical hybrid with its own unique life-trajectory, gradually emerging in and culminating at a specific time in a specific sociocultural context. Basic Ideas -Interactionism as 'Perspective', 'Approach' and 'Framework' According to Berenice M. Fisher and Anselm L. Strauss, in their still most recommendable introduction to interactionist sociology, interactionism should be 'regarded less as a royal inheritance passed down through the generations than as a long-lived auction house. The continuity of the institution depends far more on whether buyers find any of its offerings attractive than on whether the items are sold in any logical order or to preserve their earlier relationships' (Fisher & Strauss 1978a:458) . As with any other intellectual perspective, interactionism is, quite naturally, dependent upon the continued support and work of its protagonists and practitioners, but according to this 'auction house' metaphor it is apparently possible to be an interactionist without buying the 'whole package', as it were. In this way, interactionism is not an intellectual straightjacket but rather a somewhat loose and flexible identity-peg for those who find the study of social interaction immensely important and stimulating. Obviously, one can also study interaction without being or defining oneself as a 'symbolic interactionist' let alone an 'interactionist', however interactionism, as this book understands the epithet, necessarily privileges a particular set of ideas and understandings that separates it from other types of sociological thought. It is therefore not without reason that the concept of 'sensitizing concepts' (as opposed to 'definitive concepts') was itself born within this perspective (Blumer 1955) . In his by now classic introduction to the rise of symbolic interactionism, The Making of Symbolic Interactionism, Paul Rock thus labelled the interactionist perspective an 'understated sociology' (Rock 1979) . By this he meant that interactionism, ever since its early formulations, had always -at least compared to orthodox sociological standards -insisted on remaining a relatively unsystematic and unusual approach and he even went as far as suggesting that 'interactionism is the outcome of a scholarly rejection of ordinary scholarly pursuits' (Rock 1979:1) . Others have claimed that (symbolic) interactionism is in opposition to 'normal sociology' that relies on positivistic ideas, is carried out by staff members at the major research universities and provides services to government agencies (Saxton 1993) .
Most commentators seem to agree that interactionism is therefore not a scientific 'paradigm', not a 'tradition' and not a 'school of thought', lacking the internal coherence and integrating core so characteristic of paradigms, traditions and schools. Neither is it, with the unmistakable religious connotations invoked, a 'sect', a 'church' or a 'cult', although critics at times teasingly suggest this. In most textbooks or even in pieces written by proponents of interactionist sociology themselves, interactionism is rather described as a 'perspective', an 'approach' or an interpretative 'framework'. It seems as if most interactionists prefer such a loose and less binding predicate that mirrors the anti-structural way they in general also view the social world as a constantly evolving, always changing and open-ended process of interaction. Thus, I also regard interactionism as such a 'perspective', 'approach' or 'framework', that although it seems less solid and more gaseous and flimsical as compared to the time-honoured and time-tested status assigned to 'paradigms', 'traditions' or 'schools of thought' (such as structural-functionalism, behaviourism or conflict theory), nevertheless still evolve and exist around a shared core of ideas separating insiders from outsiders. Regarding this notion of interactionism as 'perspective', Consuelo Corradi once suggested that 'this term, which is perhaps over-used in sociology, is usually employed to indicate the fact that there are many ways to report a social phenomenon because it is multi-dimensional, facetted and in relief' (Corradi 1990:165) . In fact, interactionism is not just such a 'perspective', it is for all practical intents and purposes a 'nebulous perspective', because it -or at least many of its representatives -continuously strives hard to avoid intellectual ossification, the enforcement of any rigid research procedures and the iron-clad terminology so characteristic of many other schools of thought or social scientific paradigms. As Joel M. Charon thus observed on the perspective of symbolic interactionism, 'it is limited and far from perfect, but so too are all perspectives. It promises much, as you will undoubtedly recognize' (Charon 1979 (Charon /1992 .
So what ties this nebulous perspective of interactionism together? A small survey among declared symbolic interactionists in the late 1960s on their views on the perspective's ability to capture the phenomenon of 'social change' made Ted R. Vaughan and Larry T. Reynolds (1968) conclude that there was an undeniable variation in the answers obtained. I am sure similar qualitative differences -perhaps even more pronounced today than previously -would become apparent if symbolic interactionists were asked about a host of other topics as well. However, despite such differences, it is relatively safe to say that the most important vocabulary of interactionism that most interactionists would include in their work would be concepts such as: interaction, symbol, mind, self, society, meaning, motive, identity, role and social organisation (see individual chapters on each of these topics in Reynolds & Herman-Kinney 2003) . 'Interaction' is undoubtedly the most important among these concepts, although it is intimately linked to and cannot meaningfully be separated from all the others. Hence the name 'interactionism'. With a slight paraphrasing of Erving Goffman (1967), we might say that interactionists are generally concerned with studying 'where the interaction is', and they thus share an important sentiment: that interaction -people responding to each other in different social contexts and continuously interpreting these responses -is worth studying in its own right and not as an epiphenomenon or a derivative of some other sort of analytical preference. Interaction, however, is not just the main unit of analysis for interactionists, which renders itself almost self-evident; interactionism also sees interaction as the basic unit or component of society as such -of society as the subject-matter of sociology. Herbert Blumer (1962) thus once described society 'as' symbolic interaction, claiming that society is ultimately made up by and consists of people engaging in interaction with each other. In this way, Blumer inscribed himself in the direct lineage from Simmel, who -as we saw earlier -insisted on seeing society from 'below', in its statu nascendi (its state of becoming), as a spontaneous achievement or as an 'accomplishment' as the ethnomethodologists would later call it. Simmel beautifully stated that society exists where a number of individuals enter into interaction and that the weaving of the fabric of society is everywhere constantly in process: 'at each moment threads are spun, dropped, taken up again, displaced by others, with still others interwoven' (Simmel 1909:311) . This social 'weaving process', to Simmel, was to be the object of sociological study -a thread later taken up by Blumer and other sociologists. Even though there is no singular ownership to or originator of the ideas of interactionism, the official coining of the term 'symbolic interactionism' was made in 1937 by Blumer, but it was not until the late 1960s that a collection of his most important writings was published under the title of Symbolic Interactionism: Perspective and Method (Blumer 1969) -a book almost immediately becoming nothing less than a Bible to most of those interested in studying interaction. In the book, Blumer proposed three basic premises of symbolic interactionism -perhaps the most cited lines ever in interactionist books:
The first premise is that human beings act towards things on the basis of the meanings that things have for them . . . The second premise is that the meaning of such things is derived from, or arises out of, the social interaction that one has with one's fellows. The third premise is that these meanings are handled in, and modified through, an interpretative process used by the person in dealing with the things he encounters. (Blumer 1969:2) It becomes obvious from this quotation, these lines constituting the very 'lifeblood' of symbolic interactionism, that Blumer, being heavily inspired by George Herbert Mead, was concerned with understanding the reciprocal interplay between human beings and their surroundings through the notion of 'symbolic interaction' (actions and interpretations of actions). The focus was therefore not on the individual in and by itself but on individuals interacting with and making sense of themselves and each other, on how individual 'define the situations' in which they participate and how -contrary to what behaviourists believed -there is an important process of interpretation squeezed in between stimulus and response (Blumer 1962:180) .
More recently, in his impressive interactionist manifesto, The Faultline of Consciousness, David R. Maines (2001) has argued that there are four central tenets of interactionism, which I believe summarise well the centre of gravity of much of interactionist sociology. First, that people can transform themselves, which requires that people are seen not as passive beings but as reflexive and self-aware agentspeople have selves that they are themselves the co-creators of. Second, that people can transform their social worlds, which means that people can change the social matrices in which they live and take part. Their lives are not structurally predetermined and may be changed if desired or needed, thus providing an element of unpredictability to the world. Third, that people engage in social dialogue, which means that communication (and interaction through communication) is an integral part of our being in the world, and that this dialogue makes use of verbal, non-verbal, spatial and other means of communication. Finally fourth, that people respond to and deal with their transformations, which means that people continuously construct the very world (structures, cultures and societies) they are part of, but also that this self-same world in different ways -through interaction -also falls back upon its inhabitants and channels, circumscribes or in other ways modifies his or her actions (see also Plummer 2000). Add to these four basic aspects of (symbolic) interactionism also the fact that interactionists are mostly concerned with studying the present and not with the past (Charon 1979 (Charon /1992 , and also that they are generally anti-systemic -they pay only scant attention to social systems and whenever then do, they see such systems (just as they see 'society' or any other collective phenomenon) as made up by interacting people. In this way, interactionism commonly (even through there are exceptions) represents a situational approach concerned with studying ordinary everyday settings and situations. Moreover, on a more methodological note, most interactionists have a well-developed ability to use their 'sixth sociological sense' -besides using the five basic senses of seeing, hearing, smelling, touching and tasting, and thus recording precisely what is going on in various interactive settings, interactionists also draw on the art of conceptualising and interpreting what their five senses have encountered, and a lot of interactionist sociology consists of the development of accurate, immediately recognisable and useful terminology to capture the contours of everyday life. Finally, even though many interactionists regard themselves as liberal-minded and progressive people (which is evident in many of the topics they single out for study such as minority groups, deviance and labelling experiences as well as subversive activities), an unmistakable apolitical atmosphere prevails in the perspective (for the progressive agenda of the early interactionists, see, e.g., Shalin 1988). Although interactionism came of age in the 1960s and 1970s, in times that were otherwise marked by an upsurge of student revolts, militant youth groups, civil rights movements, feminism and an strong ideological stance in much of sociology, interactionists often practices what has been called 'ethnomethodological indifference', meaning that they deliberately refrain from making value-judgements or from using their scholarship for political purposes. Perhaps for this reason, interactionism was once labelled as the 'new conservatives' (McNall & Johnson 1975) . To summarise then, many -maybe even most -interactionists are concerned with studying and analysing human meaning-making processes, social situations and the construction of micro-social order at the level of human interaction -hence the subtitle of this book. This seems to be what ties this otherwise 'nebulous perspective' together. Symbolic interactionism was once described as the 'loyal opposition' (Mullins 1973) to the reign of structural-functionalism during the 1950s and 1960s -'loyal' understood in the sense that although interactionism was an alternative kind of sociology, it was merely a temporary theoretical nuisance and posed no real threat to the continued dominance of the structural-functionalist school. This label as 'loyal opposition' infuriated many interactionists, who neither saw their perspective as being particularly loyal (in fact they rather stressed the oppositional part) and nor did they expect its coming disappearance. Others have insisted that interactionism (and particularly symbolic interactionism) 'is better understood not as a minority alternative but as the remains of an old religion, submerged but not extinguished' (Dingwall 2001:237) . And surely, interactionism is far from extinguished (perhaps it is not even submerged), it has not 'come to an end', as some predicted and others still seem to suggest, but it has gradually been transformedfragmented, diversified and proliferated (Fine 1990 ) -and may in the process have lost some of its erstwhile aura, allure and attraction of being an alternative or in opposition to the mainstream. But perhaps something valuable has also been learned and gained in this process.
The Fragmentation, Diversification and Proliferation of Interactionism
So far we have first looked at the historical and intellectual development of interactionism and then we teased out some of its main characteristics, even though it was emphasised that interactionism is not a tightly knit paradigm or a coherent school of thought. In many textbooks, however, the perspective, approach or framework of interactionism in sociology is predominantly presented as 'symbolic interactionism', and although symbolic interactionism is indeed one of the most importantif not the most important -and longstanding branches of interactionism, not all types of interactionist sociology necessarily regard themselves as being in the direct lineage of or belonging to the camp of symbolic interactionism. So simply to equate 'interactionism' with 'symbolic interactionism' or to force and fit all kinds of interactionist sociology under this popular heading is, however, neither conducive nor correct. In fact, it is questionable if interactionism was ever a monolithic, uniform and coherent perspective. Many of those who in hindsight have been regarded as hardcore interactionists did in fact work quite differently, with different sources of inspiration, different theoretical concepts and models, different methodological preferences, and at times they even had very little personal communication and contact with each other. Moreover, with the increasing diffusion of the core of the discipline of sociology in general, with the emergence of ever new theories, with the development of many new sub-fields, niches and theoretical syntheses, and with the many cross-overs to and from neighbouring disciplines, we are looking at a very muddy picture. So how many 'interactionisms' are there really?
The answer to this question varies quite considerably depending on when this question is asked and who is asked. A classic way of differentiating between different interactionisms has been to separate a 'Chicago School' associated particularly with the work of the likes of Robert E. Park, William I. Thomas, George Herbert Mead, Everett C. Hughes, Herbert Blumer, Erving Goffman and others (see, e.g., Fisher & Strauss 1978b , 1979a , 1979b ) from a much less well-known 'Iowa School' primarily personified by Manford H. Kuhn and some of his students on the other (see, e.g., Couch, Saxton & Katovich 1987) . However, such a sharp division is hardly sensitive or inclusive enough today. For example, already back in the early 1970s, Leon H. Warshay distinguished between eight varieties of interactionist thought, summarised as: (1) the Blumer school, (2) the Iowa school, (3) interactionism with a de-emphasis on language (e.g., Sheldon Stryker), (4) role theory, (5) the dramaturgical school (e.g. Erving Goffman), (6) field theory, (7) an existentialist brand and (8) ethnomethodology (Warshay 1971:29) . Also Manford H. Kuhn attempted to capture the mindboggling variety within interactionist ideas, and he came up with nothing less than fifteen different branches of interactionism (Kuhn 1964:63) . Despite their inclusiveness and breadth, even these quite impressive classificatory attempts did not include all the possible varieties of interactionist or interactionist-inspired sociology even at that time, and with the past four-five decades of development since then also within interactionism, they are no longer sufficient to capture the many contemporary offshoots from and emerging supplements to the original or classic 'schools'. Based on this widespread disagreement and confusion surrounding the number of existing interactionisms, Larry T. Reynolds thus once stated:
Depending on which author you read, there are anywhere from 2 to 15 varieties of contemporary symbolic interactionism. One even suspects that an additional variety or two could be added to the list of 15, if one chose to cut the pie thin enough. (Reynolds 1990:73) Today, keeping in mind the many aforementioned transformations taking place within sociology in particular and the social sciences in general, the number of actual interactionisms is now much bigger than ever before testifying to the fact that 'interactionism is a diverse enterprise' (Sandstrom & Fine 2003 :1052 . This fragmentation and diversification of interactionism into various branches, varieties and subdepartments is, as mentioned, not an entirely novel phenomenon as the classic bifurcation between a 'Chicago School' versus an 'Iowa School' bore witness to (Meltzer & Petras 1970; Reynolds 1990:76-94 ) -not to mention the existence of a 'California School' of ethnomethodology (Gellner 1975) . This classic split is today matched by many new cracks and chasms within the interactionism community as well as many newcomers, and so apparently there is now also an 'Indiana School' and an 'Illinois School' associated with the work of, amongst others, Sheldon Stryker (Reynolds & Herman-Kinney 2003:86; Carter & Fuller 2015 , 2016 . Most recently I have even heard of a so-called 'Santa Barbara School' (Mellinger 2018), and there are quite possibly many other 'schools' around the world that I have never heard of that pledge allegiance to different interpretations and variations of interactionist ideas. Moreover, it is interesting to note that many of these endeavours to distinguish one's own particular version of interactionist thought from other variants very much seems to relate to and coagulate at specific geographical locations (Chicago, Iowa, Indiana, Illinois and Santa Barbara), which obviously, at the end of the day, in academia as
